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STATE OF NEBRASKA

¥ Dave Heineman OPACE OF THE GOVERNOR
CGovernor | F.Q. Box 94848 » Lincoln, Nebraska 68509.4843
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January 9, 2006

The Honorable Mike Johanns

U.s, Dcparnnextsf Agriculture
1400 Independence Avenue, S:W.

Washington, D.[=. 20250
Dear Secretary Johanns:

hare with you comments from Nebraska producer and niral development
ith individual farmers and ranchers participating: in several Farm Bill

I am writing to |
groups, along Ja
Listening Sessilans I conducted throughout Nebraska last fall. These sgssions were

modeled after Your USDA Farm Bill Forums, and provided several opportynities to
gather input and suggestions with regard to current and future 1.8, agriculture policy. '

Y received comments covering a spectrum of agriculture and rural issuc¢s and I have
organized them| into five key categories: commodity price supports;, access to foreign
markets and ofler trade issues; opportunities for rura] development and the expansion
value-added andl renewable fuels investments; beginning farmer and ranchet programs;

and conservatio?.

Enclosed is a mpre detailed swunmary of the comments and recommendations I received,
as well as staterhenis submitted by several state agriculture organizations. While some of
the ideas and opinions might not necessarily reflect Nebraska’s concerns or prierities, [
found the input fo be valuable overall and ¥ trust that you will as well. I want to take this
opportunity to bring to your attention a few areas that I believe (o be particularly key to

future development across all sectors of the agriculture industry.

With regard to ithe issues of trade and foreign market access, most Nebraskans who
participated in owr listening sessions called for the need to expand U.S, access to foreign
markets. Many diressed that meaningful gains in market access need to be attained if U.S.

producers are as}(cd to accept reductions in agriculture program funding,

Without a doubt, renewable energy has opened new doors to agriculture and rural
communities, and Nebraska fanmers expressed a strong desire to pursue the development
of new value-adfied projects.

r
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Finally, much ioncem was expressed about the declining numbers of beginning farmers
and rancliers. Some stated that younger producers are placed at a disadvantage by the
federal tax cod and several suggestions focused on ways to encourage the sale of farm
or grassland to Fegimﬁng producers through federal incentives,

The series of listening sessions held here reinforced for me how vital sound agricultural
policy is to Nebraska's producers and rural communities. It is my strong belief that the
next farm bill| provides an excellent opportunity to. not only update the programs
important to producers, but to pursue palicies that will form the foundation for new areas
of growth in thix industry that is so vital to our nation’s continued economic progress.

Thank you for jyour outstanding work on behalf of the-nation's agriculture producers. I
look forward to|wvorking with you to erisure the future vitality of agriculture.

Sincerely,

Ot Moo

Dave Heineman:
Govemor

Enclosures

CC: Senator Chuck Hagel
Senator Ben Nelson
Congressman Lee Tetry
Congresgman Tom Osbome
Congresgman Jeff Fortenberry

The Honbrable Saxby Chambliss, Chairman
Senate Cpmmittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

The Honprable Tom Harkin, Ranking Minority Member
Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry

The Honerable Bob Goodlatte, Chairman .
- House Ctmmittee on Agriculture

The Honorable Collin Peterson, Ranking Minority Member
House CTlmnittee on Agriculture




JAN. 9.2BBc S 4BAN NME GOVERNCR’S CFFICE 4B2-4716A11 MO.EYE P.4-18

Summary of comments received during
N ebraska Farm Bill Llstenmg Sessions

Submitted by
Governor Dave Heineman

Listening sessions held:
Lincoln, Neb. — August 31, 2005
Gering, Neb. — October 25, 2005

Kearney, Neb, — November 14, 2005
North Platte, Neb. — November 14, 2005
Norfolk, Neb. ~ November 17, 2005
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Commuodity Price Sﬁlpports

Nebraska grain and spybean organizations were generally supportive of the commodity title of the 2002
farm bill, includmg the counter-cyclical and marketing loan payments, which activate when prices are
low. The Nebraska Whent Growers stated that the farm bill price supports account for only one hzlf of
one percent of the U.5. budgct, and that thcy are necessary to ensure an abundant, affordable domestic

foed supply.

However, there were many suggestions for improving commodity programs. The Nebraska Soybean
Association, the Nebraska Corn Growers, and several individual preducers wamned that additional
emphasis on direct payments could negatively impact land values. The Cornh Growers suggested that in
future farm bills, direct payments should be based on farming practices rather than strictly on production
history, and that direct payments should be directed to farmers, not just landowners. The Nebraska Farm
Bureau and several individual participants spoke in favor of basing govemment support payments on farm

revenue rather than clop prices.

The Nebraska Farmets Union called the current farm bill “a colossal frilure for family farmers” due to
current market prices-of feed grains and soybeans, and urged a return to the “traditional, basic price-
impacting farm policy management tools” (such as farmer-owned reserves) used prior to the 1996 farm
bill. The Ne'braska.—b#sad Center for Rural Affairs believes the current farm bill is fueling the growth of
“mega-farms” and dnvmg family farms out of business by allowing large producers to bid land away
from beginning farmcrs and ranchers. The Nebraska Farm Bureau stated that one flaw of the current farm
bill is that it tends to Gver compensate producers in good crop years, and under compensate them in years
when more asszstancd lsneeded. As aresult, the Nebraska Farm Buredu urged that the next farm bill

focus on *‘agsistance 1§b producers instead of producuon

A handful of individuals, including a spokesman for the Nebraska State Dairymen’s Association, voiced
strong support for cortinuation of the Milk Income Loss Contract program, which was authorized as part
of the 2002 farm bill, but recently expired. The Sugarbeet Growers Association called for continuation of
the sugar policy estabhshed under the 2002 farm bill. And the Nebraska Dry Bean Growers reported that

only 37 percent of its members want dry beans to become a program crop in the next farm bill,

Several individual producers spoke of the need to encourage more crop diversification in the next farm
bill.

Payment Limits

Several participants called for tighter limits on federal commodity payments. The Center for Rural
Affairs suggested implementing tighter payment limits and that the savings be nsed to increase funding
for rural developmentprograms. The Nebraska Women Involved in Farm Economics said that

oved froni the current payment limits law, including those that provide payments

“locpholes” must be e
5. The Nebraska Wheat Growers called for the striet enforcement of current

to multiple entity farms,
payment limits to help prevent the abuse of the farm program. However, the Nebraska Farm Bureau

stated that the discussion of payment limits oversimplifics 2 deeper problem with fhe farm bill cormmodity
title, which they say isl.| based almost solely on production and price.
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I.and Valoes

hently mentioned issues during the Nebraska listening sessions was the soaring cost
ica. The lack of tighter payment limits and ebuse of Section 1031 of the federal tax
code were sited as twa possible reasons for higher land values. The Nebraska Farm Bureau stated that
most farmers’ personal retirement is tied directly to the value of their land and that caution should be
exercised so that Icgi#]aﬁve reforms do not drastically undercut the value of farmland.

One of the most freq
of Jand in rural Ame:

Crop Diversificatio

Meny participants ad['vocatcd that mere roust be dane to encourage farmers to diversify their crops. The
2002 farm bill was criticized by same for its restrictions against specialty ¢crops on base acres, Some
individuals in western Nebraska hoped to see more incentives for sun-seed crops, considering their
production. The Nebraska Alfalfa Marketing Association said much of the

ket has been lost due to ethanol byproducts, and that it has become difficult for
npete apainst “feed grain sehsidies™ and USDA loan programs for on-farm grain-

cr stated that the next farm bill should provide adequate assistance for the processing

potentiz] in biodiese!
tradutional alfalfa man
alfalfa growers to con
storage. One produc
of alternative ¢rops. |j

|

|

d soybean organizations hailed federa] crop insurance 85 3 major component of
the farm safety net. Many groups favored a larger role for revenue protection programs such as the Risk
Management Agencyls ) Guaranteed Revenue Insurance Program and Adjusted Gross Revenue

-pilot programs offereq in some states. The Nebraska Farm Bureau pointed out that such programs may be
more acceptable to the World Trade Organization (WTO). The Corn Growers noted two areas in need of
improvement: erosion of insurable yield Jevels by multi-year natural disaster losses, and equalization of

premium support between levels of risk categoeries.

Crop Insurance
Most Nebraska grain

o producers sited RMA as having foo many compliance issues with regard to
ignations due to dronght, In central Nebraska, there was criticism of the crop
discouraging double cropping — the growing of two separate crops during the same
1d. Other participants noted that specialty crop producers need more crop insurance

Some western Nebras)
prevented planting de:
insurance program for
season, in the same fi4
coverage options,

Conservation Programs

Several Nebraska farm organizations view conservation programs as a valugble tool to help reverse the

growing disconnect between agriculture producers and the general public, These programs highlight the .

environmental benefits that farmers and ranchers provide as stewards of the land. Almost all groups

agreed conservation should be a priority in the next farm bill, and there was widespread support for the

. congept behind the Copservation Security Program (CSP). However, the Comn Growers lamented CSP’s
“lack of funding” and [‘exclusionary nature.” Also, the Nebraska Farm Bureau questioned how Nebraska

— a mostly flat and heavily irrigated state — would fare under a farm program with an increased emphasis

of green payinents, staling that conservations programs should remain voluntary and incentive based.

-
|
|
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serve Program (CRF) garnered mixed support from listening session perticipants.

strong endorsement from some individuals, including wildlife enthusiasts, the
recommended thé program be downsized and CSP be expanded. Nebraska Grain
expressed concern about the effects of idling land under CRP, such as less

"rural commumities. The Center for Rural Affairs stated that conservation programs
\munity development concerns, suggesting that land-idling programs provide bohus

lents that allow public access for tourismn. The Nebraska Grange urged more funding

acres, while the Nebraska Farmers Union said CRP should be utilized to help

tion. Some individuals called for an increase in CRP rental rates, or permitting the

ildlife-friendly crops on CRP acres, such as flowering plants that can be harvested by

ca Cattlemen called for a continuation of penmttmg grazing and haying of CRP acres
ted conservation payments,

The Grain Sorghum Producers stated their strong support for “water quantity” incentives, saying “high

water-use erops™ have
grown in semi-arid re

The Environmental

e moved into semi-gr1d regions and they want to ensure that semi-arid crops are sull
gioms.

nuality Incentives ng,rﬁm (EQIP) received pdsiﬁw: marks from most participants

with livestock interests, although the Nebraska Pork Producers stated that current finding levels have not
met producers’ nceds[ While the Pork Producers urged expedited delivery of EQIP funds, some

Individual producers said they want to sce application procedures simplified. A handful of individuals
expressed toterest in {llowing private companies and consultants to be allowed to help implement EQIP.

Trade & Forel

|

\rket Aceess”

During Nebraska listening sessions, most state organizations called for the need to expand U.S, aceess to

foreign markets. The
get their income fro:
strong support for US
among all commiods
2002 farm bill before
said that “meaningful

Nebraska Farm Bureau stated that most, if not all, of its members would prefer to

a marketplace with ho trade barriers, rather than government payments. There was
DA’s Foreign Market Development pragram and the Market Access Program
groups. The Nebrasla Farm Bureay stated that it wonld not support changes to the
owing the results of the WTO negotiations. The Nebraska Soybean Association
gains in market 2CCesS must be atteined :f U.S. pmducers are expected 10 accept

rcducnons" in farm bill funding.

Members of the IndeJcpdcnt Catilemen of Nebraska, Nebraska Women Involved in Farm Economic, the
Nebraska Farmers Unjon 2nd several individual participants voiced support for fair trade and the need for
U.S, trade representatives to recognize the cost difference between agriculture production in the Umted

States and developmg nations.

- The Nebraska Pork Producers and Nebraska Cattlemen supported recent trade agreements such as the
Central American Freg Trade Agreement (CAFTA), which lowers tariffs on U.S. agriculture products

entering foreign mark

. Members of the Nebraska Sugarbeet Growers Association were opposed to

© CAFTA and other trade. pacts that allow for additional imporis of sugar into the United States. On the
other end of the spect![u.m were groups like the Grain Sorghum Producers who sald that nearly half of

their crop is dependen

t on the availability of export markets and called for substantial market access

improvements to occur within the WTO framework.
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Meat Packer Concehtration

_Throughout the Nebraska farm bill listening sessions, individual beef producers and cattlemen
orpanizations expressed their concerms over the growing concentration of the meat packing industry. The
Nebraska Cattlemen yoiced support for legislation to restrict meat packers from processing more than 25
percent of their daily slaughter mix from captive supplies on a per-plant basis. However, the Nebraska
Cattlemen stated theif opposition to @ complete ban on packer ownership, saying such a ban would limit
producer options when marketing animals. In addition, the Nebraska Cattlemen support producer access

to acourate and timely livestock price reporting information.

The Independent Catflemen of Nebraska stressed that profitability for producers must be the focus of the
next farm bill, and called for stricter enfarcement of the 1921 Packers and Stockyards Aet. They voiced
support for the creation of a corapetition title to place limits on a packer’s ability to own or contral cattle
in excess of 14 days prior to slaughter and end what was referred to as “unfair practices in producer-

packer contracts.”

Country-of-Origin I!.abelmg

Country-of-Origin Laﬁ:elmg (COOL) was mentioned often as part of these listening sessions. While there
' was strong support for source verification and labeling, there were different levels of support for
mandatory COOL. The Independent Cattlemen of Nebraska and the Nebraska Women Involved i in Farm
Economics organization spoke in favor of the mandatory COOL provision contained in the 2002 farm
bill, and both called for its immediate iniplementation. The Independent Cattleraen also voiced support
for utlhzmg individual animal ID as a means to help implement COOL, if the TD program bccomcs

|
However, the Nebraska Cattlemnen stated that the mandatory C;OOL provisions included in the 2002 farm
bill would impose “urnéecessary cost and Jabor burdens™ on producers, and expressed concern that current
COOL rules would prohibit the use of 2 national animal identification systent in determining the origin of
cattle, The Nebraska Catilemen also objeet to what they views as the law’s harsh penalties for non-
compliance - penaltics that they argue could deter amall retailers from carrying beef products. The
Nebrasia Cattlemen and the Independent Cattlemen both oppose the application of the USDA grade
shield on beef imports, and both groups support simplification of labeling for retsil products. In addition,
geveral individuals d that livestock producers should not be forced to pay for the implementation of

any labeling program.,|

i
eginning Farmers & Ranchers

In cornments provided by the Center for Rural Affairs, 1t was noted that the 2002 farm bill anthorized
funding for linking befinning farmers with retiring producers, but that fimding has been withheld. The
Nebrasks Dry Bean Growers Association stated that younger producers are placed 2t 2 disadvantage by
Section 1031 of the fefleral tax code, which allows landowners to sell their hlgh-valuc acres and defer
capital gains taxes by purchasing agricultural land in less populated areas, at prices that beginning
producers cannot match. Other participants advocated the need for increased ncentives and finaneing
opportunities, particularly for 4-H and Future Fartners of America (FFA) members. A spokesperson for
the Nebraska FFA sperifically mentioned the need for tax incentives that would encourage landowners to
voluntarily sell their agticultural land to beginning producers. . :

1
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To revifalize the ecofomy in rural America, the Nebraska Com Growers expressed support for federz
farm policy that emphasizes entrepreneurship over entitlement. The group cited identity preserved graing
and farmer owned processing as two examples of success stories. The Corn Growers also mentioned the
need to redefine U.S |agriculture’s importance beyond food production, stating that the new farm bill
must find ways for prioducers to become more involved in the value-added process.

The Center for Rural |Affairs said the 2002 farm bill contained worthwhile value-added programs that
" could help stimulate ¢ntrepreneurship in agriculture. However, those programs — such as the Value-
Added Producer ts Program and the Initiative for Future Farm and Food System — have been
inadequately funded, according to the Center. The Soybesn Association suggested increasing federal
funding to encourage the formation of a new peneration of farmer cooperatives, which could produce
value-added products{such as bio-based plastics or fizels developed frorh biomass resources.

There were many calls to expand livestock production, which remains the top consurer of America's
grains and soybeans. {The Corn Growers stated: *“If animal agriculture continues to move to other
countries because of social and environmental concerns, grain production will quickly follow. This will
have major implicatio
contimed funding for livestock and payltry research is essential
livestock sector more “environmentelly friendly.”

- including finding ways to make the

Reuacwable Encrgy

Most Nebraska farm \rganizations end individual producers agreed on the need to reduce our dependence

on fossil fuels and imported energy, saying that renewable energy has opened new doors of opportunity
for Nebraska agricultire and rural communities. The Soybean Growers said the bm-based energy
provisions contained in the 2002 farm bill should serve as a springboard for the expansion of agricultural
based energy researclt and development, and called for the ereation of a bio-based strategic energy
reserve, The Corn Growers stated their support for the Rencwable Energy Systems and Energy
Bfficiency Improvement Programs, 25 well as the Comumodity Credit Carporations Bicenergy Program,
all contained in the cufrent farm bill, The Grain Sorghum Producers called far a substantial increase in

research funding for ethanol from sorghum.

Rural Develapment

Many Nebraska organizations and producer parttmpants gpoke in favar of focusing greater attention on

sustaining rural communities. “The concentration in the number of full-time farmers and depopulation in

endent on agriculture is intrinsically linked,” the Corn Growers stated. The
Nebraska Grange cited “outmigration” of young people from rural counfies as one of the key issues facing
agriculiure-dependent comnmunities. Several groups recornmended more emphasis on value-added
education efforts and yural entrepreneurship programs. :

. The Center for Rural Affairs stated that in the mest rural, farm-dependent counties, the majority of new
jobs are non-farm proprictorships — people creating their own job by starting a small business. The
Center suggested that fhe next farm bill shonld focus more attention on rural micro-enterprise grants to
help suppart small entreprenenrship across rwral America. The Center also suggested the next farm bill
include provisions from the New Homestead Oppornmmes Act by Senators Chuck Hagel (Nebraska) and

Byron Dmgan (North r)al\ota)

" communities once dep

I o

|

ns for U.S. food security and U.S, competitiveness,” The Corn Growers stated that -
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Miscellaneous

The following observaiions were expressed b}r participants during Nebraska’s farm bill listening sessions.
While some of these comments were not directly related to possible farm bill pelicy, they provide input

with repard to USDA progranis arid/or cooperation with regional groups.

|
|
|

e The Nehraska Pork Producers stated that funding for the national animal [ plan must be a
priority of the fiext farm bill, -

Many producet groups and several individuals advocated increased fundmg for agricultural
research.

o  There wete 2 handful of ealls from individuals and the Nebraska Grains & Feeds Association for
more harmony between state regulations regarding welght and length limits for grain [rucks
Synchronizing the standards would need to occur at the federal level.

Some mdividupls urged more coordination and integration between Farm Service Agency and
Natural Resources Conservation Service offices at the lacal level,

An apricultura] lender said that EPA regulations and campliance costs are driving smaller and
mid-sized livestock producers out of business. A spokesperson for the Independent Catrlemen of
Nebraska echopd that sentiment, stating that larger CAFQ limits may be necessary to justfy

environmental pompliance costs.

¢ A northeast Nebraska dairyman said that air quality regulations are a key concern for his
operation and that he very much opposes the idea of classifying manure as hazardous waste.

|
|
|
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CYEUTTERGHHLAW. COM TEL (202) 637-5600
January 3, 2006 FAX (202) 637-5910
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To the Honorable Mike Johanns
Happy New Year! Your highest policy priority for 2005 - in the minds of a lot of x

people at least — was in getting the Japanese and other beef markets re-opened, and you
accomplished that. It’ll be a fine foundation on which to build in 2006.

I did the inaugural Cochrane ILecturc (named after the renowned agricultural ’
economist who was Secretary Freeman’s principal advisor) at the University of
Minnesota a few weeks ago, and thought you might like to peruse it. So here it is.

Whilc there 1 also visited with a farmer/veterinarian, Harlan Anderson, who has
long been interested and involved in farm policy reform. He’d very much like to come to
D.C. and visit with you sometime in the coming year. 1’1l attach background materials on
him. Your callas to whethcr you wish to carve out.time to meet with him.

We’ve just returned from having the entire Yeutter clan (all 22 of us!) in

Nebraska for Christmas. We had good visits with Senators Hagel and Nelson on the
plane ride to Omaha, and a nice chat with the Acklies at our home in Lincoln. Duane

really enjoyed his stint at the UN.

No need to acknowledge any of this.

Clayton Yeutter

BERLIN MUNICH BRUSSFLS LONDON PARLS BUDAPEST PRAGUE WARSAW MOSCOW  BEI[ING  SHANGHAI TORYQ
NEW YORK BALTTMORE McLEAN MIAMI DENYVFR BGULDER COLORADD SPRINGS LOS ANGELES
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HARLAN R. ANDERSON ‘o8
2379 Quimby Ave. SW.
Cokalo, Minnesota 55321
{320) 286-5682
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“I wanted to come up with E

- a bill that put
the farmer back in charge.”
— Harlan Anderson

The Farmer Behind
Freedom To Farm

have a dramatic, mostly pos-
itive, impact on farming.

That bold prediction comes
from Harlan Anderson, a Cokato,
MN, farmer.

Under the program’s freedom-
to-farm components, he says,
farmers who identify markets
and produce for those that offer
the best prices will enjoy
unprecedented profits.

“If we find out what the cus-

The new farm program will

tomer wants, we’ll see profitabili-

12 SOYBEAN DIGEST May/June 1996

Minnesotan
proposed much of
the new farm
program - in 1987

by Neil Tietz

ty in agriculture like we've never
seen in our lifetirme,” states
Anderson.

He’s well-gualified to comment
— freedom to farm was his idea.
He proposed it in his Farmer
Freedom Act of 1987 — a farm bill
proposal he wrote because he
wasn't satisfied with the 1985
Farm Bill.

His bill called for full planting
flextbility and phased-out gov-
ernment payments — the primary
components of the recently enact-




E .
|
|

e Look Closely At Program’s Merits

ed program. Though it took nine
vears and a shift to Republican
control in Congress, his gei-the-
government-out-of-farming plan
was adopted “hook, line and
sinker,” he says.

Besides farming 1,000 acres,
Anderson is involved in rurat real
estate development and is a vet-
erinarian. He also is an outspo-
ken advocate of agriculture and
has long been involved in govern-
ment farm policy development.

He served as an information
source for then Minnesota
Senator Rudy Boschwitz when
Boschwitz was working on the
1985 Farm Bill. When that pro-
grain was enacted, Anderson
liked parts of it, including the
Conservation Reserve Program.
But much of it disappointed him.

“It wasn't really what I
thought was best for farmers,” he
recalls. “T thought it was written
more for agribusiness.”

For example, he didn’t like that

- the bill required farmers to plant

specified acreages of program
crops to maintain their bases and
qualify for deficiency payments
and crop loans.

“We were obligated to plant.
And agribusinesses knew we
were going to be planting X num-
ber of acres, so they knew what
was coming,” says Anderson. “We
coutdn’'t afford not to plant.
That's what kept prices low up
until the last few months.”

In January 1987, Anderson
walked the halls of the Capitol,
visiting with legislators about
the need for a better farm pro-
gram. He remembers one telling
him, “If you really want to affect
farm policy, go back to Minnesota
and write the best damn farm biil
for farmers that you can.”

A practicing veterinarian then,
Anderson asked his clients what
they wanted.

“] found that they agreed on
80% of the issues that face farm-
ers on a day-to-day basis,” he

says. “I picked out the things that

Harlan Anderson, the Minne-
sota farmer who introduced
the freedom-to-farm concept,
has two concerns about the new
farm program.

One is that many farmers
won't participate.

“Political rhetoric will scare
some farmers away,” Anderson
predicts. “Some people, in an

‘pelitically, have talked about it
as a bad farm bill.”

Others will shy away be-
cause of the required seven-
year commitment. But partici-
pation-will get you seven more

and the only requirement is
that you maintain your conser-
vation practices.

“Most farmers probably are

effort to position themselves’

years of government payments

going to maintain their conser-

vation practices anyway,” An-
derson points out. .

“Look at it before you decide
not, to sign up,” he advises.

Anderson’s second concern:
That farmers woan't take full
advantage of their newfound
farming freedom.

“The only way this farm pro-
gram can benefit agriculture is
if you understand it and use it.
You can’t sit back and wait for
a check from the government.
At the end of seven years, you
better know how to make
money. That means leasning
how to forward contract and
how to find markets.” ;

Freedom to farm is also free-
dom to fail, and that will hap-
pen to farmers who don't hone
their marketing skills, Ander-
son warns. C

they agreed on and decided to
leave the things they didn’t agree
on for somebedy else to work on.”

He made 800 copies of the
Farmer Freedom Act for mem-
bers of Congress and others.

“l thought it would pass the
next year,” says Andersen,

Republican Vin Weber, Ander-
son's congressman at the time,
liked it. But his was the minority
party then, and the bill wasno’t
seriously considered.

Weber, however, is a friend of
House Speaker Newt Gingrich,
who last year was looking for
ways to cut the budget.

“The story iz, Weber gave my
Farmer Freedom Act to Gingrich
and Gingrich’s number crunchers
came up with a $13.4 billion sav-
ings over seven years. Gingrich
handed it to Pat Roberts and
said, ‘Here’s your farm bil]

Roberts, a Kansas Republican,
introduced the Freedom To Farm
Act last Auvgust. Although it
eventually was vetoed as part of
the Budget Reconciliation Bill,
its freedom-to-farm components
were carried into the fnal bill,
called the Federal Agriculture
Improvement and Referm Act.

1

Anderson could hardly believe
it when he found out his proposal
had been adopted.

Previous farm programs, he
says, “removed the farmer's
entrepreneurial spirit.” Farmers
were tied to their base acres and
the “security blanket” provided
by target prices and deficiency
payments. They grew what the
government wanted them to
grow instead of riskier crops that
had more profit potential.

“l wanted to come up with a
bill that put the farmer back in
charge,” Anderson recalls.

The new program will de that,
he says. A wider variety of crops
will be grown, and farmers will
decide what to plant based on
planting-time prices. Much of the
production will be sold on con-
tract. before planting.

Keen marketing will pay off
big. Farmers and their co-ops will
have to identify foreign and
domestic customers and produce
the quantity and quality of prod-
uct those customers demand.

“We truly now must find out
what the customer wants,” says
Anderson. G
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